INTRODUCTION
METHOD . . The values particular to adult education theory or androgogy, as as opposed to theories of pedagogy, the art and science of teaching chi ldren, are premised on assumptions about adult learners that differ from assumptions about how chi Idren learn (Knowles, 1970) .
TABLE OF CONTENTS
These assumptions are that as a person matures, 1) his selfconcept moves from one of being a dependent personality toward one of being a self-directing human being; 2) he accumulates a growing reservoir of experience that becomes an increasing resource for learning; 3) his readiness for learning becomes oriented increasingly to the tasks of his social roles; 4) his time perspective changes from one of postponed appl ication of knowledge to immediacy of appl ication, and accordingly his orientation toward learning shifts from one of subject centeredness to one of problem centeredness. (Pg. 39)
The conflicts involved in adult education evaluation and research have been reviewed (Knowles, 1970) . A rigid theory of scientific method, an attitude of no evaluation, and confusion about how to accompl ish really good research all appear to exist together. Knowles asserts that this kind of confusion has resulted in an underproduction of usable evaluation materials.
Whi Ie Essert (1951) has remarked that adult education need not be subject to elaborate evaluation schemes as long as the student is enhanced by the experience others have taken a more conservative position.
The importance of adhering to scientific method in evaluation research because of the responsibi lity involved in causing ch(lnges In human beings has been explored by Sabrosky (1966) . Verner, Coolie & Booth (1964) , have suggested that anything less than the most rigorous scientific exploration might better be left undone. A systematic approach to evaluation to replace the more frequent hasty subjective judgements is urged by Thatcher (1963) . The shortsightedness of adult educators who fail to take evaluation seriously has been discussed (Goodacre, 1967; Knowles, 1950) .
A more recent view by Knowles (1970) is to hold on to the goal of scientific inquiry in adult education, whi Ie remaining cognizant of the 1 imits inherent in adult education research. He maintains that given the va ria b 1 e s 0 f h u ma n be h a v i 0 r, i tis d iff i cuI t top r 0 vet hat a des i r- (DiSalvi, 1971; Bryant, Bryant, Christianson and Fisher, 1971) . In addition, it has been shown that teacher attitudes appear to be more modified by experience in teaching than by their training experience in a study regarding prejudice among 1 iteracy teachers by Johnson, Cortright & Cooper (1968) . Eugene Watson has assessed interpersonal changes in adult students exposed to direct feedback situations (1969) . Studies on the effect of parent education have shown increased awareness of chi 1d rearing knowledge (Endres & Evans, 1968; Robinson and Spraights, 1969 Chi ld Care-Treatment Worker Self Assessment Scale.
The purpose of this study was to ~ssess the impact of an adult 4 education course on the attitudes and orlent~tion (worker concerns versus ch i Id concerns) of ch i Id care workers. Therefore, it was necessary to use an instrument that would apply the course content to an experiential format. The reader will remember the value placed on the relationship between course content and the ilTllled iacy of appl icat ion to real life experience in adult education process theory.
It was thought that the Problem Solving For each of the four vignettes, S answers were coded across all response classes on a scale of 0 to 3. such scoring for four vignettes yielded a possible range of 0 to twelve points for each of the 6 response classes. For the two groupings of 3 response classes each, Worker concern and chi ld concern, there was a possible range of 0 to 36. For the overall score from 6 responses classes there existed a range of 0 to 72 possible points.
(An example of the coding sheet used to score each SiS response is in the appendix.) Vignette I.
(Complete your answer in five minutes). You are a chi ld care worker in a res idential treatment center.
It is 8:00 P.M. You are in charge of un-cooperative young boys 7 to 9 years old. Characteristically, they have not been able to share, take turns, give and take, or cooperate with each other. Recently, however, they have been becoming gradually more able to do some of these things, though it doesn't take much to set them back to the old pattern. Today they have been very cooperative with each other, and the whole experience has been very useful. Now they are tired and irritable, and there is a scattering of equipment and general mess to clean up. To require them to do so might well end up in the erruption of a free for all. Yet, along the way you have been emphasizing the importance of looking out for the other guy and sharing equipment and space with the next guy. What would you do? Why would you do this? Vignette II.
(Complete your answer in two minutes.) Later the same evening, one of the boys is running up and down the hal Is hitting kids and hollering. You command him to stop and he yells "Fuck yoU!" and he proceeds to tell one of the other boys to run down the hall and catch the keys he has grabbed from you. What would you do? Why would you do this?
Vignette III.
(Complete your answer in two minutes.) You did manage to get the group settled that night and left work at the end of your shift. You are on duty again the next morning. The boy who grabbed your keys last night and was such a problem, is quiet and goes about his business in an unobtrusive manner. You reassign unit duties and he is assigned the bathroom detail. He is pleasant and proceeds to do the job with no problems. What would you do and why would you do it? Vignette IV.
(Complete your answer in five minutes.) That afternoon you re-read the fi Ie of the boy who took your keys and notice a report that indicates that this boy is basically shy and passive and needs to learn to become more self-assertive and expressive.
In light of this information, would your behavior toward this boy have been different last night and this morning? How would it have been different last night? How would it have been different this morning? Why? (Complete your answer in five minutes.) You are a child care worker in a residential treatment center.
You are on the coast for an excursion with several boys from the 7 to 9 year old unit. They have never been particularly noted for fitting in well with schedules and handling requirements for unpleasant tasks. Today, however, they have been very cooperative in dealing with time I imitations in moving from activity to activity, and they have generally been little gentlemen. They are now on the beach and it's getting to be time to tell them to stop playing in the surf and come in to clean up the cabin and prepare for dinner. After which, you wi 11 head back to the center, a considerable drive. They are strung out, tired, and having a ball. Requiring them to come in now is very likely to lead to a heavy hassle series, which could well undo the good experiences they've had today and lead to further difficulties. What would you do? Why would you do it?
Vignette II.
(Complete your answer in two minutes.) It is now later, and everything is packed up and everyone is ready to return. Clean up and eating took longer than anticipated and its quite a bit later than it should be. Then one of the kids discovers the keys in the ignition and hides them somewhere in the area. He refuses to tell you where they are or to get them for you. What would you do? Why would you do it?
Vignette III. (Complete your answer in two minutes.)
Eventually, you managed to get the keys and get everyone back-very late.
It is morning and a school day and everyone is having a hard time getting themselves ready for the day. The boy who hid the keys is quiet and goes about his business in an unobtrusive manner. You find he has cleaned up his section of his room and gone ahead and cleaned up the rest of his room for the other two, who are just not with it enough to do it this morning. What would you do? Why would you do it? Vignette IV.
(Complete your answer in five minutes.) The next day, you find out that the boy who hid the keys had received news the morning of the coast excursion that his parents were going to be divorced.
In the light of this information, would your behavior toward him have been different on the coast? Why? How would it have been different the next morning? Why? The response is concerned with the worker's control or feared loss of control. Also, the emphasis is on systems maintenance. The support systems involve things like routines, rules, schedules, plans, treatment programs, plant maintenance, sanitation, mealtimes and such.
PLACATE
The response is concerned with the possibi lity that if anything i s asked of the chi ldren they wi 11 explode. So the worker !lcops out" (leaves messes, does it himself, does not deal with the mess, problem, etc.). Be sure the statement(s) have this flavor. For example, not deal ing with the problem may be an oversight as he concentrates on giving the children other valuable experiences.
PUN ISH
The response is centered on "stomping out sin". The worker intends to 1) get revenge, in general or for a particular event; 2) express moral indignation for a violation of a taboo; 3) squelch an assumed intention or motive by making it too painful to want to do that again; 4) activate a negative emotion or feeling such as pain, fear or guilt so response won't be repeated. The major consideration here is that it's the worker's intent, not the child's experience that gets top consideration. Some borderline cases may be scored here and in the chi ld care technol09Y response class (e.g., logical or natural consequences may be punitively employed).
AWARENESS OF CHILD
The emphasis here is either on the characteristics of the children or of their eco-systems, or on the experiences that the children will undergo as a function of the strategy being presented. These should reflect realistic estimations of real chi ld phenomena, not worker belief systems. The worker's main concern is the welfare of the child and what's going on with him. This Includes the ability to track events in the child's or children's eco-system.
SELF AWARE
The response reflects the worker's using purposefully information from his own experience or stimulus value, the worker's purposes being on behalf of the chi ld.
CHILD CARE TECHNOLOGY
The worker uses specific tactics, strategies or techniques drawn from child caring response systems on behalf of the children. A wide range of skil Is are involved, including: The conscious use of self as a model; taking a problem solving approach regarding his own personal characteristics; the wise use of fun and humor; taking resourcefu1 advantage of the characteristics of the environment at hand; and being efficient and relevant in his behavior. 
Method of Analysis of Data
For each response class a total score was determined across the 4 vignettes, pre-and post-.
In addition, the sums of worker concern ratings and chi 1d concern ratings were determined. Finally, the sum of all the ratings (from six response classes) was determined and called the overall score.
The results were examined first by inspection of the frequencies and means of the pre-and post-scores. Differences in change scores were tested for significance by the t-test and correlated means. In addition to the raw scores, a ratio of child concern scores divided by total scores was used to examine the changes whi le controlling for variations in overall response frequencies.
Method for Testing Reliability
Tests of reliability were done on a sample of 5 pre-test and 5 post-test PS~. Each of the ten samples were from different~. The researcher (8 in table 1) and Michael Ebner (E in table 1) independently coded the responses. The frequency of the responses coded for each protocol are shown in Table I .
Reading the table, the information is arranged by the number of times each coder scored a response zero, one, two, three, for all 10
PSSs. The reliabilities were estimated in two ways. First, on a presence or absence basis each protocol coded zero was then compared with each protocol scored one or more. Second, the mean value for all ten protocols were calculated and compared across the two coders.
On the basis of presence or absence of the response class in question, the pattern of agreement was as fo1 lows: Among worker concerns, there was relatively high agreement on both Placate and Punish response classes and relatively low agreement on Control.
In the Placate response class one coder noted 5 zero responses and the second coder noted 6, resulting in the first coder believing that 5 of the remaining protocols had scores of 1 or more and the second coder bel ieving there were scores of one or more in 4 remaining protocols. This case represents high agreement. Likewise, in the Punish response class, both coders felt that 9
protocols had no such response class and each felt that one protocol had such response, a case of perfect agreement.
In the Contro 1 response class, where agreement was lower, the first coder felt there were two protocols with no Control response, whi le the second coder felt there were 6. Conversely, the first coder felt that 8 protocols had Control responses, whi le the second coder felt that 4 had not. This is a marked level of unreliability.
In the examination of the means for worker concern response classes, the Control category, again, reflects disagreement in that the mean score from the first coder is 1.1 and from the second coder is 0.4. In the Placate responses, where the presence-absence agreement was high, the means are closer at 0.7 versus 0.4. For the Punish response class, the means are the same, supporting the statement of perfect agreement indicated by the presence-absence level.
Among chi ld concern responses, the presence-absence reliabi lity calculation showed a high level of agreement for Child Aware with zero versus 1 for no response and 10 versus 9 for 1 or more responses. Child
Care Technology also showed a high level of agreement in the presenceabsence analysis. Both coders felt that no protocols called for a score absence ana lys is showed low agreement in tha t the firs t coder fe 1 t 3 protocols had no response scoreable and 7 were scoreable whi le the second coder felt that all protocols were scoreable. Looking at the means for child concern responses, there is sl ightly less agreement in Chi ld Aware than estimated by the presence-absence analysis. Coder has a mean of 3.7 and coder 2 notes a mean of 5.2.
In the area of Child Care Technology, there was absolute agreement on the mean value, both coders scoring a mean of 6.1. It is interesting to note that that this is the one response class where coders used the widest range of scoring.
In the Self Aware category the reliability estimate via the mean comparison showed one score to be twice that of the other.
Summing up then, the two ways of estimating reliability shows that there was fair to good agreement on two of the worker concern response classes and on one of the child concern response classes. Additionally, among Self Aware responses, there was excellent agreement on the presenceabsence analysis but only moderate agreement on the mean. Overall, it may be concluded that while there is some adequate reliability here, there is room for improvement. Such improvement could be achieved by further training and further preliminary comparison of interpretation of the response classes.
CHAPTFR I I I

RESULTS
Looking at the raw data for all 30 ~_, Table II shows the pre-and post-frequencies and means of the responses coded for each protocol as well as the differences between pre-and post-mean scores. The layout shows these figures for each of the six response classes, for the two sub-groupings of the response classes, and the over-all scores. By inspection of Table II the following trends were evident: In the overall mean responses, ~ scored some 14 points in both the pre-and the posttests. For the worker concerns response classes, the modal response, pre-and post-, was zero with mean scores less than one. Slight increases on the post-test scores resulted in low change scores of about one-third of a point. Adding up across the three worker concern response classes, the pre-test mean was 1.39, while the post-test mean increased slightly to 2.24.
There were considerably more scores in each of the child concerns response classes. On both pre-and post-test scores, the modal response was four. Pre-test means were slightly higher than post-test means, resulting in low negative change scores of less than one-third of a point.
Summing up scores across the three child concern response classes, there were almost 13 responses per ~ in the pre-test and almost 12 per ~ in the post-test, resulting in a decrease of almost one response.
Next, mean differences were subjected to two-tai led t-tests to assess possibly significant changes. T-tests for correlated means were used because the pre-and post-responses were by the same subjects, and, hence, were not independent. The procedure outlined in McNemar (Pg. 114) was used, in which pre-scores were subtracted from their post-scores.
Tab 1 e I I Ish ow s the mea n s 0 f the sed iff ere n c esc 0 res, and the tt est s .
None of the differences approached significance, as was indIcated above by inspection of the slight differences in raw data.
Since there was some variation in overall frequencies of pre-and post-scores, it was thought that conversion of the Child Concern scores to ratios per total scores for each S would eliminate any possible artifact. The ratio scores were calculated by dividing child concern scores by overall scores. Child Concern ratios were used to test the expected increases in these response classes. Changes were then calculated by subtraction of pre-from post-scores. To eliminate negative numbers, a constant of 1.0 was added to each ratio change figure. Scores thus calculated ranged from .498 to 1.210.
Before examining the ratio score trends for the total group of 30, it seemed possible that the Fall and Winter groups had hIgher scores than the Spring group. Thus, Fall and Winter groups were examined together because of the apparent similarity. Table IV shows the mean scores for the Fall and Winter versus the Spring groups. There we see the mean difference was slightly higher for the two earlier courses.
The t-test for correlated means showed that there were no significant changes in the ratio. It is interesting to note that the mean change in the ratio score for the entire group, .903, when converted back to the actual ratio by subtracting the 1.0 constant, yields a comparably low degree of change (-.087), as had been previously found above in the examination of differences in raw scores. 
CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION
The reader wi 11 recall that the main interest in attitude change was the movement from worker concerns to child concerns as a result of participating in the educational experience. Examination of the post course responses showed essentially no movement on any of the response classes. The worker concerns level of change was minimal, although it did increase slightly. Child concern scores decreased slightly, with ~ scoring, on the average, about one third of the maximum score possible.
On the surface, this lack of significant change may be seen as evidence that the course experience did not succeed in changing attitudes or knowledge. We cannot draw this conclusion with conviction, however, because of several possible difficulties with the design of the study and characteristics of the Problem Solving Situation assessment device.
Review of the data in the pre-test reflects that very few students were preoccupied with worker concerns initially and they responded about four times more frequently with child concerns. Thus, there was no room for decreases in those response classes. With another group who might start at a high level of worker concerns and a low level of child concerns there would be considerably more room on the instrument for a change.
On the child concerns, students were getting about one third of the maximum score possible before having had the course. We do not know exactly what background factors may be reflected in this level of precourse knowledge. However, it seems quite possible that the 27 child care workers in the study group were aided in analyzing the problems by their work experience. We do not know if similar pre-course answers might be given by persons with other or non-relevant backgrounds. We might also want to ask, are these responses "faked"? It is possible 21 that ~ gave socially desirable answers regarding worker concerns since the expectation was for these concerns to decrease. There is less evidence of "faking good" on chi ld concern responses, since both pre-and post-responses tended to fall in the lower one-third of the scale. It may also be true that the imposed time limit prevented Ss from reflecting their full sophistication in their answers.
With the child concern response classes, the ~ were already sensitive to these approaches to children. However, there was considerable room for additional sophistication and movement in the measuring instrument. Students could have moved up another eight points on the average.
Since they fai led to do this, we may conclude that the exposure to the educational experience did not have an impact on child concerns. Or it may be that the PSS format or coding criteria were insensitive to 1 change.
Some difficulties with coding the instrument have been discussed in the Method section of this study. It was concluded that, while some adequate rel iabi lity existed, improvement could be achieved by additional training for the coders, such as by further preliminary comparison how they interpret the response classes. An issue of concern, whether the researcher had adequately and competently used the potential range available for the criterion of scoring, was dispelled. Inasmuch as the researcher did not score so conservatively as to unnecessari ly or invalidly truncate the variance of the ratings assigned to the protocols.
In regard to the slight increase in the Placate response class, it should be noted that there is an overlapping variable in the criteria for coding this response in that responses that appear to be avoidance on the part of the worker to deal with the problem may be the worker's attempt to deal with what seem to be more important experiences for the child given the context.
In that case the response could have been coded in the Chi ld Care Technology response class. A similar coding difficulty exists between the Punish response class and Chi ld Care Technology in regard to the use of natural consequences to teach new behaviors. So much for problems with the P55 as an assessment devide.
Next are considerations about the design. The comparisons made in this study might have been enhanced by the use of one or more control groups consisting of simi lar and different kinds of people.
It should be noted that what appeared to be an "anti-intellectual bias" on the part of the majority of this group of students was observed by the senior instructor, Michael Ebner. This "bias ll manifested itself in a resistance to analyzing and composing answers to the PS5. I f such a bias did indeed exist, it could have diminished the sophistication with which the 5s expressed themselves and their wi llingness to participate twice in the same testing experience. composition was required of the ~ in responding to structured rating scales. Also, the only writing requested was a feeling level statement from theS about themselves. (In the PSS the target topic was the child presenting a problem.) Since the ~ in this study appeared more willing to participate in answering this kind of assessment device, it is suggested that further analysis of the data collected using the Course Impact Assessment be done.
Recommenda t ions
In conclusion, this researcher feels that a significant contribution to the literature that is relevant to the training of child care workers by adult education programs has been made in the presentation of this research practicum.
4a. Now would yOll p lease rate the amount to wh ich your concepts and orientations have changed. Put an "X" on the line at the place which 1lI0st closely descrIbes the ~mollnt of change In your 9. Have you any other cOlllTlents, suggestions, information, etc. that you would like us to know?
10. What was your state of mind whi le fi lling out this assessment? How turned off by the structure of the content of effort o~ it were you? Were there any questions that you really turned on to and why? Were there any that you just slopped through, why? Are there any additional questions or other approaches you would suggest to assess the impact of the course?
